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Knowledge that Matters: Identifying Regional Knowledge Assets of Tampere Region 
 
Abstract  
The extant literature considers knowledge as one of the key drivers of regional development. The 
idiosyncratic nature of regional knowledge is also acknowledged: each region possesses its unique 
knowledge assets which act as the basis of value creation. However, what is currently not well-known is how 
the region-specific knowledge assets can be identified, for example, for the purposes of managing and 
developing them. Thus, this paper aims, first, to explore how the relevant knowledge assets can be identified 
for a given region and, second, to describe what the context-specific knowledge assets are. These objectives 
are pursued using a qualitative case approach. As a case region, this study focuses on Tampere Region in 
Finland. This study makes a contribution by providing new insight regarding the contextual identification of 
regional knowledge assets and by illustrating the key knowledge assets of the case region. These insights are 
considered valuable for regional actors who are responsible for carrying out similar initiatives in their 
regions. 
 
Keywords – Knowledge-based development, knowledge city-region, knowledge assets, regional 
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Introduction 
A stream of regional planning and development literature has been formed during recent years devoted to 
examining the role of knowledge in the development of cities, city-regions and nations (Knight, 1995; 
Kostiainen, 2002; Lever, 2002; Harmaakorpi & Melkas, 2005; Bastian, 2006; Raspe & Van Oort, 2006; van 
Winden et al., 2007; Carrillo, 2010; Yigitcanlar, 2010; Dahlström & James, 2012; Yigitcanlar & Lönnqvist, 
2013). According to the knowledge-based development (KBD) perspective, knowledge is a driver of regional 
development and should thus be managed (Knight, 1995; Yigitcanlar et al., 2008). The economic future of 
city-regions increasingly depends on the capacity to attract, generate, retain and foster creativity, knowledge 
and innovation (Zhao, 2010). In this study, the concept of knowledge assets is used to refer, in a wider sense, 
to the various knowledge-related factors – such as the skills of individuals, relationships between key 
regional stakeholders and formal mechanisms for supporting knowledge creation within a region – that are 
considered important for regional development (Lerro & Schiuma, 2011). 
A fundamental premise of the KBD approach is the role of knowledge assets as the driver of regional 
development. In the literature there are different interpretations as regards to which type of knowledge assets 
are particularly valuable, where they might be located and who play the critical role in managing and 
manipulating those (Florida, 1995; Knight, 1995; Corno et al., 1999; Sotarauta, 2010; Asheim et al., 2011; 
Lerro & Schiuma, 2011; Gabe et al., 2012; Strambach & Klement, 2012). The literature also highlights an 
important characteristic of regional knowledge assets: they are idiosyncratic by nature (Lerro & Schiuma, 
2011; Käpylä, 2012). This means that the type of knowledge assets that are important for one region may not 
be as important for another. Furthermore, societal goals and regional strategies have an impact on which 
knowledge assets will be critical for achieving the given goals (Kozak, 2011; Käpylä et al., 2012). 
As mentioned, in the extant literature there are various definitions and characterizations of the nature of 
regional knowledge assets. However, the characterizations are generic in nature. They are not very useful for 
identifying the relevant knowledge assets in the case of a particular region. For example, it would seem 
useful to identify the strategically important knowledge assets as part of a regional strategy process. 
According to Kozak (2011), most of the research on regional knowledge assets has so far been conducted 
without regard for regional development theory or competitive policy for a specific region or a country. At 
present, there are just a few reported attempts to identify context-specific regional knowledge assets 
(Sánchez Medina et al., 2007; Lerro & Schiuma, 2009; Kozak, 2011). What is currently missing is an 
understanding of the procedures for identifying regional knowledge assets for the purposes regional planning 
and management activities. Consequently, there is also a lack of knowledge on the type of knowledge assets 
relevant under various contextual conditions.  
The objectives of this paper are, first, to explore how the relevant knowledge assets can be identified for a 
given region and, second, to describe what the context-specific knowledge assets are. These objectives are 
pursued using a qualitative case approach. The empirical work consists of two activities aimed at identifying 
regional knowledge assets. First, an interview study is carried out in order to conduct a researcher-led 
analysis of the regions knowledge assets. Second, a workshop is carried out in order to let the regional 
stakeholders themselves identify the knowledge assets. As a result, a description of the case region‟s 
knowledge assets and their role in achieving regional goals is provided. In addition, the two processes for 
identifying the knowledge assets are analyzed. Thus, this study makes a contribution by providing new 
insight regarding the contextual identification of regional knowledge assets and by illustrating the key 
knowledge assets of the case region. These insights are considered valuable for regional actors who are 
responsible for carrying out similar initiatives in their regions. 
As a case region, this study focuses on Tampere Region (Pirkanmaa, in Finnish), which is the second largest 
city-region (after Helsinki Region) in Finland. During past two decades Tampere has transformed from an 
industrial region to a region of concentrated knowledge and supporting services (Kautonen et al., 2004). The 
region is known for its high-tech machinery industry and, in particular, information and communication 
technology (ICT) sector. Regional development in Tampere has been guided and supported with consecutive 
innovation programs on creative industries, ICTs (especially human-centered technologies), and tertiary 
education (strategically customized education) (Regional Strategy Group, 2010). In addition, novel 
innovation platforms (e.g., the New Factory, which is an open, agile and community-based innovation 
centre) have been launched. Furthermore, since the beginning of 2012 the region has been engaged in a 
project which explores ways to implement knowledge-based management practices in the regional planning 
and development activities. Thus, it serves as an interesting context for a study exploring regional knowledge 
assets. 
 
Theoretical Background 
Regional Development in the Context of Knowledge Economy 
The increasing interconnectedness of the world economy, as part of the on-going process of globalization, 
heavily depends on knowledge (e.g., in the form of technology) that has become, in itself, key to economic 
success and regional growth. Such knowledge imposes a sort of globalization imperative on the place of its 
adoption, an almost irresistible drive to be part of international growth (Arogyaswamy & Koziol, 2005). 
Since 1980s, knowledge economy, globalization (and then glocalization) and international competitive 
pressures have increased the importance of knowledge generation (e.g., in the form of creativity and 
innovation) in regional economies (Ritsila, 1999; Cooke, 2001). Simultaneously, knowledge economy has 
also increased the distinct regional differences arising from regional capabilities and knowledge milieu (Hu 
et al., 2005). 
Pressures and new developments in the knowledge economy era have prompted city-regions to focus their 
competitive strategies on improving their knowledge base (e.g., innovation capabilities). This shift has 
increased the value of knowledge-based activities in such economies (Hu et al., 2005). Knowledge-based 
production, however, generally clusters in areas with a rich base of scientific (and also cultural) knowledge 
related to specific industries (Baptista, 1996). This spatial imperative has tended to polarize such high growth 
activity in a limited number of city-regions of the world, housing rich clusters of knowledge industries and 
workers (Audretsch, 1998). Buckley and Mini (2000) see the main reason for the limited examples of such 
successful city-regions (i.e., knowledge city-regions) as either the lack or failure of regional strategies‟ aim 
for the formation of conditions for city-regions‟ knowledge economy excellence that result from the effective 
investment in people and ideas that create an environment where knowledge is produced, exchanged and 
marketed. 
The term knowledge-based urban development (KBUD) refers to “the transformation of knowledge 
resources into local development [which] could provide a basis for sustainable development” (Knight, 1995, 
pp. 225-226). According to Yigitcanlar (2011), KBUD can be seen as “the new development paradigm of the 
knowledge [economy] era that aims to bring economic prosperity, environmental sustainability, a just socio-
spatial order and good governance to cities” (p. 354). Yigitcanlar‟s perspective brings a particular emphasis 
on balancing all development domains of KBUD (i.e., economic, socio-cultural, enviro-urban, and 
institutional). The brief discussion above highlights the importance of knowledge for regional development. 
However, what remains unclear is what „knowledge‟ actually means at regional level. This is explored below 
using the concept of knowledge assets. 
 
Regional Knowledge Assets as Drivers of Knowledge-Based Development 
The regional planning and development literature offers various definitions for regional knowledge. For 
example, Florida (1995) relates regional knowledge into human infrastructure (e.g. knowledge workers and 
continuous education and training), physical and communication infrastructure (e.g. globally oriented 
physical and communication infrastructure) and industrial governance systems (e.g. mutually dependent 
relationships and flexible regulatory framework). According to Knight (1995), knowledge exists not only in, 
for example, universities, research centers and libraries but also in culinary arts, crafts or the aesthetic 
aspects of the city. Corno et al. (1999, p. 385) state that “…knowledge exists in 1) the objective world of 
corporate life, 2) the subjective world of individual experiences and 3) the social world of relationships 
between several actors, within the firm and in relationships to other firms”. Gabe et al., (2012) note that 
regional development is not only a question of the level of human capital (e.g. the ratio of inhabitants with a 
university degree) but about the type of knowledge the individuals possess. In line with Gabe et al., Asheim 
et al. (2011) identify three different types of regional knowledge bases: ‟synthetic‟, utilizing existing 
knowledge in novel ways to produce innovations; ‟analytic‟, producing innovations using new (scientific) 
knowledge; and ‟symbolic‟, emphasizing creative, art-based aspects of creating innovations. 
Recently, the concept of knowledge assets has been introduced at regional level for getting a more detailed 
view of regional knowledge. The concept has its roots in managerial, company-level literature. At firm level, 
the concept of knowledge assets refers to the non-physical and immaterial value drivers – i.e., the sources for 
wealth creation (Schiuma et al., 2007). Commonly, knowledge assets are defined through three subgroups: 
human assets (consisting of, e.g., skills and personal networks of individual employees); structural assets 
(consisting of, e.g., company culture, information stored in databases and patents), and; relational asset 
(consisting of, e.g., company image and relationships with stakeholders) (Seetharaman et al., 2002). These 
factors are considered important for companies in achieving their business objectives in the modern 
knowledge-intensive business environment. 
During recent years the discussion on knowledge assets has gained popularity beyond the firm level – i.e., at 
the level of clusters (Pöyhönen & Smedlund, 2004; Hervas Oliver & Dalmau Porta, 2006), regions (Martins 
& Viedma, 2006; Schiuma et al., 2008) and nations (Bontis, 2004; Lin & Edvinsson, 2008; Ståhle & 
Bonfour, 2008; Stam & Andriessen, 2009). Regional knowledge assets can be defined as the common 
knowledge capabilities of regional stakeholders to implement strategies that aim at long-term sustainable 
development (Kozak, 2011). Furthermore, adapting the originally national-level definition by Bontis (2004) 
to city-regions, regional knowledge assets can be characterized as the hidden values of individuals, 
enterprises, institutions and communities that are the current and future sources of wealth creation. While in 
companies wealth creation ultimately refers to financial results at regional level the concept of wealth is 
multifaceted including social and environmental wellbeing as well – similar to the KBUD approach (Käpylä 
et al., 2012). 
Regional knowledge assets are located in the private sector (i.e., the business sector of companies), the 
public sector, the third sector (i.e., the civic society) and the fourth sector (i.e., family, relatives and friends) 
(Käpylä, 2012). Similarly to the firm level, regional knowledge assets can be identified through subgroups of 
knowledge assets. For example, regional human assets include the formal education level of individuals 
within the region, their values and attitudes as well as the skills and knowledge they possess. Regional 
structural assets refer to issues such as the R&D and innovation system, governance and administrative 
processes as well as information and knowledge infrastructure (e.g., the quality of ICT available) in the 
region. Region’s relational assets include the region‟s image (e.g., region‟s attractiveness for people to live 
in or companies to be located in) as well as the formal and informal networks between people and between 
organizations. Regional social assets refer to social networks, norms and trust that enhance the social 
interaction between actors.  
Regional knowledge assets are not universal but instead context-specific and considered unique 
characteristics of a place and/or culture (Käpylä, 2012). These assets‟ existence or significance depends on 
whether a certain knowledge-related factor is regarded as important or not from the perspective of regional 
vision and objectives. Figure 1 illustrates the role of regional knowledge assets, which act as the basis of 
regional value creation and are transformed into value through the activities of various actors within the 
region.  
 
Figure 1. Regional knowledge assets and their role in regional development 
 
The idea of context-specific knowledge assets is commonly accepted in company level knowledge assets 
literature (Schiuma et al., 2007; Kujansivu, 2008; Lönnqvist et al., 2009). Similarly, authors such as Kozak 
(2011), Lerro and Schiuma (2011) and Käpylä et al. (2012) have highlighted the issue at regional level. 
Furthermore, the idea is supported by Gabe et al. (2012) and Asheim et al. (2011) who have explored regions 
characterized by different types of knowledge. What is left unanswered is how the context-specific 
knowledge assets are identified. 
 
Identifying Region’s Context-Specific Knowledge Assets 
The company level literature suggests that the key knowledge assets of a company can be identified through 
a managerial process in which relevant assets are selected, for example, based on strategic objectives 
(Kujansivu, 2008). In the literature, there are some frameworks to facilitate these projects (e.g. Sveiby, 1997; 
Danish Agency for Trade and Industry, 2000; Lev, 2001; Meritum, 2001). Usually, a group of managers sit 
together in workshops, often facilitated by an external consultant, and debate and discuss about knowledge 
assets and their importance. As a result, a compromise is formed and the key knowledge assets are listed. 
The process often continues then by designing indicators for measuring the selected assets. 
In companies, processes like the one described above are fairly straightforward to organize because 
organizational and managerial roles are clear. However, in the context of regional development the situation 
is much more complex. First, there is a network or actors, representing independent organizations, which 
need to be included in the process (Sotarauta, 2010). Second, it is not at all clear that these actors are eager to 
use their time for regional development work and, in case they are not, they cannot really be forced to do that 
(Airaksinen & Åström, 2009). Third, the regional development environment is complex (e.g., including 
various conflicting and politically guided objectives in contrast to companies‟ more focused, financially 
driven operating models), which make it difficult to understand which would be the relevant knowledge 
assets that will create prosperity for the future. Fourth, the topic of regional knowledge assets is still rather 
new and, thus, practitioners might be skeptical towards the benefits it brings (Salonius & Lönnqvist, 2012).  
At present, there are only a handful of studies explicitly exploring how the context-specific knowledge assets 
can be identified at regional level. One of those is by Kozak (2011) who developed a framework for 
managing knowledge assets at regional level. The model takes the regional strategy as a starting point and 
identifies relevant knowledge assets based on the strategic objectives. The model is still at a conceptual 
developmental stage and the author has only applied it by himself by studying relevant strategy documents of 
a case region (Silesia Region in Poland) in order to identify the strategically important knowledge assets. He 
suggests a panel of experts would be needed in order to carry out the identification more rigorously.  
Sánchez Medina et al. (2007) identified the key knowledge assets of Gran Canaria from the perspective of 
sustainable development. That is, the aim was to identify those knowledge assets that are relevant for 
achieving the strategic regional goals related to sustainable development. The assets were identified in the 
following process. First, a conceptual model was constructed. It consists of various categories of knowledge 
assets related issues that are relevant from the sustainability perspective. For example, subcategories in the 
model include Agriculture, livestock and fisheries, Culture and sports and Waste and recycling. Second, 61 
experts (e.g., university rector, professors, ecologist, business consultants, entrepreneurs and public 
managers) were asked to suggest relevant assets under each of the subcategories. Before the interviews took 
place the experts were informed by the authors about the meaning of the concepts of knowledge assets and 
sustainable development. Third, after the first round the list of assets suggested was given back to the experts 
who were asked to put the assets in the order of importance. Based on these steps the final list of knowledge 
assets was created. For example, the assets under the subcategory Agriculture, livestock and fisheries 
included Association tendency, Institutional support and Ecological production awareness. These are clearly 
not the kind of assets typically listed in the generic descriptions of regional knowledge assets. Instead, they 
seem justified considering the sustainability focus of the project. Thus, the identification process seemed 
successful. The project continued by developing indicators for the assets in order to calculate a kind of a 
sustainability index. 
Lerro and Schiuma (2009) identified the context specific regional knowledge assets in the case of Basilicata 
region in Italy. In their study, the authors first examined the region‟s development strategy using publicly 
available data, prior studies and press articles. Then, they carried out interviews in order to obtain a complete 
picture of the regional development strategy and to reveal the role played by the knowledge assets. Based on 
these initial steps, the authors performed a second round of interviews aimed at exploring the main 
knowledge dimensions of the regional development strategy. The author used the knowledge assets 
categories as an interpretative framework and asked questions about the knowledge assets utilized in regional 
development. Finally, using workshops the authors asked policy-makers to verify their interpretations. As a 
result, the authors were able to identify various regional initiatives that are related to knowledge assets. They 
also highlighted the dimensions of knowledge assets in which the region is not performing well. Thus, their 
approach seems quite promising. However, from the point of view of replicating their study in some other 
region or applying such a process from a regional managerial perspective some questions are left 
unanswered. First, the methodology used remains vague: who were those regional stakeholders interviewed 
(which organizations were represented) and how many of them were there? Second, the authors do not 
mention how the interviewees were selected and whether there were any problems in getting the desired 
participants to contribute to the study? Third, the authors do not comment on how well they considered the 
chosen methodology worked or if some other procedure might have produced a better outcome.  
In the empirical part of the study, we will utilize a process similar to the one by Lerro and Schiuma (2009) 
while trying to focus especially on learning about the process itself. Some characteristics of the other two 
processes discussed above are also included. For example, learning about the regional strategy was a key 
phase in all of the processes. In addition, interviewing key stakeholders seems to be good practice for 
collecting views about the important assets. Furthermore, educating the participants on the key concepts in 
the study by Sánchez Medina et al. (2007) is likely to be a useful task considering the novelty of the 
knowledge assets theme and the various interpretations that can be made.  
 
Empirical Examination 
Introducing the Case Region Tampere 
Tampere Region – situated in the Southern Finland – is a political-administrative unit at sub-national level 
consisting of 22 municipalities out of which 11 are cities. Close to half a million inhabitants live in Tampere 
Region. The center of the region, the city of Tampere, is Finland‟s third largest city (after Helsinki and 
Espoo) as well as the largest inland city in the Nordic countries with over 213,000 inhabitants. Tampere has 
an attractive image among Finns and she was, yet again, regarded as the most desirable place to live and 
study among Finns in 2012. Tampere Region is a heterogeneous area comprising countryside and nature 
along with urban areas. There are two national parks and several conservation and recreational areas in the 
region. Previously called as the “Manchester of Finland” – now branded as the “Tampere All Bright” - 
Tampere Region represents a remarkable case of a renewal that is turning the former industrial heart of 
Finland into a visible node in global knowledge production (Kautonen et al., 2004).  
From the perspective of the city of Tampere, the region can be divided into three areas: Tampere capital 
region, Tampere central region and Tampere outer region. For example, some of the regional development 
activities focus only on Tampere central region (including the city of Tampere, the towns of Nokia, Orivesi 
and Ylöjärvi and the municipalities of Kangasala, Lempäälä, Pirkkala and Vesilahti) excluding the towns and 
municipalities that are located more on the periphery of the region. However, these periphery municipalities 
have their own sub-regions (e.g., the Upper Tampere Region). All in all, the focus and activities of regional 
development vary considerably in these areas. 
In regional development, public authorities are increasingly relying on different networks and partnerships 
and complex network-based interaction and governance is forming (Airaksinen & Åström, 2009; Fotel & 
Hanssen, 2009; Sotarauta, 2010). Sotarauta (2010) argues that policy networks have a crucial role in the 
promotion of regional development in Finland. Kickert et al. (1997) and Sotarauta (2010) argue that the 
dominant mode of action is based on policy networks, which can be defined as more or less stable patterns of 
social relations between interdependent actors, which take shape around policy problems and/or policy 
programs. The regional development is a multi-agent, multi-objective, multi-vision and pluralistic process in 
which different actors, e.g., from local government, public and semi-public development agencies and 
research institutions, work (Sotarauta, 2010).  
Similarly, in Tampere Region the group of regional developers has mixed backgrounds and sector 
representations and people who work for the regional development planning are situated in different 
institutions. In Finland, the municipalities are active in developing plans and implementing them by 
themselves or in cooperation with each other (e.g., neighboring municipalities have formed sub-regions such 
as Tampere central region). The Council of Tampere Region, formed and principally funded by 22 member 
municipalities, has the coordination task of regional development (The Council of the Tampere Region, 
2012). The mandate for the Council of the Tampere Region comes from the state and municipalities. In 
Finland, there is no directly elected body on the regional level but the municipalities select their 
representatives to the regional bodies. In addition, there are universities, research institutions, technology 
centers and third sector actors who participate in the regional development.  
The research conducted by Kautonen et al. (2004) provides a detailed story of the transition of Tampere 
Region from an industrial heartland to a node in global knowledge city-region. Rather than repeating what 
has been said, we only highlight several recent key initiatives and achievements of the region. A topical one 
is the establishment of a novel innovation platform so called the New Factory, which is an open, agile and 
community-based innovation centre that aims to boost the endogenous knowledge and innovation bases of 
the region (see www.newfactory.fi). Another achievement is the strong triple-helix partnership model 
cooperation among public-private-academia sectors and in some cases giving good examples of quadruple-
helix approach in knowledge generation with the inclusion of the community. In such partnership model, 
Hermia Science Park is a pioneering example that brings Tampere University of Technology and the 
technology giant Nokia along with the government of Tampere City and becomes a home to the region‟s 
largest knowledge hub (see http://www.hermia.fi/in_english).  
Although the literature points out a strong knowledge base for the region, so far there has not been any 
research in systematically analyzing Tampere Region‟s knowledge assets. Thus, there is a need for an 
empirical investigation as outlined in the next section. 
 
Research Methods: the Process for Identifying Knowledge Assets 
In line with Lerro and Schiuma (2009), the empirical analysis includes two main activities. First, an 
interview study is carried out in order to conduct a researcher-led analysis of the regions knowledge assets. 
Second, a workshop is carried out in order to let the regional stakeholders themselves identify the knowledge 
assets. While Lerro and Schiuma used the workshop to validate their own interpretation of regional 
knowledge assets we use the workshop as an independent activity to identify the knowledge asset. This, we 
expect, will help understanding what the benefits and problems related to each approach are and provide a 
different, complementary perspective for the knowledge assets. 
The interview study aimed at involving the key regional actors of the development of Tampere Region. The 
empirical data was collected through semi-structured face-to-face interviews. Altogether 13 key actors of 
regional development in Tampere Region were interviewed. The interviews were conducted in the period 
February-April 2012. Each interview took between 40 and 100 minutes and was undertaken by the authors of 
this paper. All of the interviews were undertaken at the moderation of two interviewers (except one case) 
recorded and transcribed in substance. 
The aim of the interviews was to get a diverse outlook on Tampere Region‟s development practices from the 
knowledge perspective and to get a preliminary understanding of Tampere Region‟s knowledge assets and 
related knowledge-based development challenges. The interviewees represented different perspectives on the 
regional development of Tampere Region. Due to the confidentiality issue the names of the interviewees 
cannot be revealed, however, instead their institutional affiliations are presented in Figure 2.  
 
Figure 2. Home organisations of the interviewees 
 
Initially potential interviewees were identified on the basis of a discussion with the regional developers of 
the Council of Tampere Region. In addition, with the intention of broadening the current focus two of the 
interviewees were selected based on the researchers‟ consideration to cover a broader KBUD spectrum. 
These two “outsiders”, who were not identified to be at the customary regional development conversation 
networks, were chosen in order to take the cultural and social welfare perspectives better into account. We 
claim that the interviewees are key actors in regional development. However, we concede that that the 
perspective provided through these interviews is restricted. For example, the sample could have been further 
extended to include also the environmental perspective. The final interviewee pool included two politicians, 
seven government officials and four managers (Figure 2). 
In the interviews, questions related to the strengths and weaknesses of Tampere Region and regional 
knowledge assets were asked. In addition, questions related to the regional development practices – 
especially related to knowledge-based development and knowledge management – were asked. Several 
questions were directed to explore the level and nature of regional collaboration and communication, 
commitment to regional development, knowledge acquisition and sharing, problem-solving methods and 
conflict situations. In the analysis of the results, the model presented in Figure 1 was used as a tool for 
structuring the data. 
The other part of the empirical work consists of an interactive workshop on regional knowledge assets. The 
workshop, organized in August 2012, was managed by the authors of this paper and the participants included 
eleven regional actors representing different regional organizations (City of Pirkkala, City of Tampere, the 
Regional Council, a social services organization and three regional administrative and development 
agencies). The participants were invited to the workshop as they were identified as representing the key 
stakeholders of the region. As participation to the event was voluntary, the participants probably had some 
kind of a personal interest and a positive attitude towards the theme. Part of the people participated both the 
interview and the workshop. Thus, the data sets are partly overlapping in terms of participants. 
The workshop started with a one and a half hour lecture during which the concept of knowledge assets was 
thoroughly introduced (cf. Sánchez Medina et al., 2007). After the lecture, the participants were allocated to 
three groups and given the following topic for discussion: which knowledge assets are pivotal from the 
perspective of the success of Tampere Region? The three groups had twenty minutes to discuss about the 
topic by themselves. After the group discussion, each group presented their key points, which was followed 
by comments from other groups. One of the authors was moderating the discussion while the other one 
documented the discussion. Thus, the data discussed here consist of the summary presentation by each group 
and the following joint discussion. 
The workshop can be characterized as a kind of an exercise situation. The time for the group discussions and 
the joint debate was fairly short. Thus, it could be claimed that this provides a fairly superficial view of the 
complex phenomenon of regional knowledge assets. However, there are also positive aspects as regards to 
the quality of the data. First, a group of key regional stakeholders were present suggesting that the 
information obtained is relevant. Second, it is likely that different aspects of knowledge assets will surface as 
a result of an interactive group discussion compared to individual interviews. Third, the participants were 
trained in the concept of knowledge assets. Thus, they understood the concept and its importance for the 
regional development. In addition, they had some time to reflect on the role of knowledge assets within the 
region already during the lecturing part. Therefore, despite the exercise-like nature of the workshop it is 
considered to bring a valuable perspective for the study, particularly as the focus of the research here is more 
on understanding how the knowledge assets can be identified than finding the “absolute truth” about the case 
region‟s knowledge assets. 
 
Results 
Interview Findings: Knowledge Assets of Tampere Region 
The results from the interviews were – even to our surprise – rather consistent; the opinions of the regional 
actors appear to be in line with each other. Of course, different points of view are shown and others put more 
emphasis on other aspects, but there seems to be a consensus as to the means of desirable regional 
development as well as the strengths and weaknesses of Tampere Region from the perspective of knowledge-
based development. In Figure 3 overview of the results is shown. Various regional actors (who the 
interviewees represent) are key players in knowledge-based development because they act as facilitators of 
the value creation processes from regional knowledge assets to societal value. The regional knowledge assets 
of Tampere Region are divided into existing and potential knowledge assets. This division suggests that 
“knowledge that matters” may also be potential or desired knowledge which has not yet – at least fully – 
realized. The societal goals presented in the figure were either implicitly or explicitly stated by the 
interviewees, and thus the goals of the regional assets were also derived from the interviews. 
 
Figure 3. Overview of interview results 
 
Every interviewee suggested that there is a multitude of knowledge assets in the region. However, it was 
difficult for the interviewees to discern and explicate different knowledge assets or identify knowledge assets 
unique to Tampere Region. Weaknesses related to the knowledge base itself were not identified either, which 
implies to the unawareness of knowledge gaps. The conceptualization of regional knowledge assets appears 
to be difficult for regional actors. These findings suggest that a broad question about regional knowledge 
assets may not conduce to the identification of regional knowledge assets. Instead more narrowly-defined 
questions about different aspects of knowledge assets (i.e. human capital, relational capital, structural capital 
and social capital) and related knowledge-management activities appear to be more conducive to the 
identification of relevant knowledge assets.  
The concept of regional knowledge assets was often narrowly understood as sources of information in the 
region, which was regarded to be in very good condition: huge number of sources of information was 
available. However, the ability to keep touch on significant international knowledge flows and uncertainty 
about the future were identified as challenges related to the development of regional knowledge assets. 
International contacts were also brought out as an asset but then again internationality (getting rid of the 
parochial attitude of managing on its own) was among the improvable issues. It became also evident in the 
interviews that the knowledge assets are strongly related to the other more tangible assets of the region, e.g., 
good location, good connections (by train/bus/air), nature and “right” size (not too big, not too small) of the 
region.  
Tampere is a multifaceted region and some of the interviewees stated how Tampere Region is like “Finland 
in miniature”. This diversity may serve as an opportunity or a challenge, depending on the ability to find a 
common state of will in the areas of common interest. Some saw lack of a shared state of will and missing 
strategic regional level coordination as problems, which may encourage pursuing narrow objectives at the 
expense of the benefit of the entire region. Some of the interviewees questioned the existence of regional 
development of the entire Tampere Region. The field of regional development is highly dependent on 
different actors and their networks, and the achievement of a mutual understanding among different interests 
and institutional background requires a lot of work. The practices of motivation, persuasion and negotiation 
were deemed critically important.  
Preconditions for finding a mutual understanding appear to be fine, because good quality – open and trusting 
– relations were identified as the main strength within the network of regional developers. The regional 
actors mainly know each other well and these existing relations form an excellent foundation for 
cooperation. The atmosphere among regional actors appears dialogic and open. Regional actors are generally 
well educated and come from different backgrounds, which provides strong and varied competence for 
regional development. In addition, the attitude of interviewed regional actors implied a fairly analytic and 
deliberative approach to regional development that probably helps when addressing wicked problems. The 
willingness to seek consensus, negotiate and reconcile seems to prevail in Tampere Region. 
The group of regional actors appears to be fairly like-minded and consensual. Interviewees used similar 
concepts and supported ideas of a same kind. In this congenial atmosphere, engaging difference may prove 
to be difficult. Out of the box thinking, consideration of divergent views and questioning „the inevitable‟ 
were recognized as challenges. 
Tampere Region is known for its capability of coping with structural changes. One interviewee expressed 
concern over this proved renewal capability by wondering whether the region is capable of working together 
for a common goal and putting this renewal capability in action before the time of crisis at hand. Regional 
development practices were also criticized because of their high-level and report-like nature (as a problem of 
bureaucracy and red tapes). More action and effectiveness, and less reports and excessive “development for 
development‟s sake” were required. Regional development activities could involve more residents and 
individual firms and enable the grass-root level action, where the knowledge of every resident would be in 
use. 
All the interviewees stressed the high importance of dialogue, communication and knowledge sharing for a 
successful regional development but also saw shortcomings in that regard. Many knowledge management 
and communication related challenges were identified, such as the need to improve awareness of what other 
people in other institutions do and the need to overcome the tradition on sitting on the knowledge (rather 
than making available for other actors and/or stakeholders). The need to open up the reasoning and share 
knowledge more extensively and explicitly were mentioned. A tendency to sticking to one‟s own beliefs 
could be overcome by sharing knowledge and improving the ways to truly listen and be receptive to others‟ 
perceptions and beliefs. Leaping to conclusions on flimsy grounds may occur when people make decisions 
based on their first impressions rather than after careful consideration and deliberation. As a result of the 
analysis, it is noted that for increasing collaboration and interaction, there is a growing need to unbound 
established institutional borders. 
Among the interviewees the concept and idea of regional development was often connected to regional 
economic development (perceiving KBUD as mostly an economic and to a degree social phenomena). 
Probably, the case was not as if the societal or environmental perspectives would not be important, but 
instead securing the industrial and commercial activity (financing the development) was seen as the 
overriding focus of regional development. This appears to be in line with the notion that the business-
oriented discourse dominates the regional development discourse, also de-politicizing it (Fotel & Hanssen, 
2009). The interviewed “outsiders” representing social welfare and cultural perspectives recognized 
unfortunately the fairly marginal status of their issues on the regional development agenda (as it is seen by 
most of the actors). The focus of regional development could be broadened from economic life and 
innovation and technology policy focus to include more social, cultural and environmental issues, and either 
restructuring or establishment of new institutional arrangements and better management of an effective and 
efficient KBUD orchestration. 
 
Workshop Findings: a Complimentary View 
Despite the explicit workshop task to identify the key regional knowledge assets a part of the discussion dealt 
with some fundamental questions regarding the role of knowledge assets in the region rather than going 
straightaway to identifying the key assets. For example, it was mentioned that there is a need for a 
comprehensive knowledge-based management process which would aim at forming strategic regional goals 
and improving the value of the whole region in a longer time span. The strategic goals could also be the 
starting point for using concepts such as knowledge assets. 
Regarding the actual knowledge assets the characteristics of the regional development network itself was 
considered fairly important. Trust within the regional development network was regarded as a key asset. 
While there are significant conflicts of interest the key actors are still able to constructively work on the 
issues at hand. A key challenge for the building of trust is caused by the changes after each election. Trust is 
related to personal relationships and the changing of key people hampers the building of trust. Election 
periods cause also another challenge from knowledge assets perspective: the temporal perspective of some of 
the actors is limited by the length of the election period. Thus, as the development of knowledge assets takes 
time and outcomes are uncertain, more concrete short term objectives may be preferred. This short term 
focus was considered one of the reasons for the need for the comprehensive knowledge-based management 
process discussed above. 
Other regional knowledge assets identified by the group include: 
- a positive attitude within the region toward development and doing things (this was considered 
important issue but something that should be developed at Tampere Region) 
- regional brand  
- networks – both within the region as well as external to the region (e.g., foreign students and 
academics) 
- low hierarchies in the regional development work in order to facilitate knowledge flows 
- nature and infrastructure – and in particular the way citizens experience them. 
 
There was quite a lot of discussion about the fact that there are many strengths in Tampere Region such as 
those mentioned above. However, more work should be done in order to make those assets more visible. In 
particular, this refers to regional marketing activities. A key challenge here was the question of how to make 
the region somehow stand out (i.e., how does it differ from other regions?). The discussion highlighted that 
in the modern globalized world there is a need to be the best at something in order to reach success and 
visibility. It is not enough to be the second or third best at doing something. This reflects the point that the 
regional knowledge assets need to be world class – or even totally unique – in order to be regarded as real 
assets. 
 
Analysis and discussion 
The two methods for identifying Tampere Region‟s knowledge assets provided a versatile view of the 
knowledge assets particularly relevant for the region. They also produced a preliminary evaluation (strengths 
and weaknesses) of the status of the knowledge assets in addition to the mere identification of the assets. 
Regional human assets appear quite strong in Tampere Region. Most of the interviewees did not take much 
notice on other knowledge assets elements (e.g., structural, relational, social). However, the good domestic 
image of the region and good close relationships within the region were acknowledged, whereas international 
relations were among the improvable issues (relational assets). One interviewee stated,  
Tampere Region was not acting well enough in regard to its potential and opportunities.  
This appears an apt remark: the recognized multitude of human assets in the region could be in more 
effective and valuable use. This issue also surfaced during the workshop discussion. At least problems 
appear among the regional actors related to the utilization, refining and renewing of knowledge assets. 
However, this cannot be generalized to the entire region as some successful examples are already evident. 
Altogether, the interviews imply that particularly social and structural dimensions of knowledge assets are 
not as strong as human and – in minor extent – relational knowledge assets. The overview of results from the 
group discussion was fairly similar. 
Comparing to the context-specific factors identified in the studies by Sánchez Medina et al. (2007) and Lerro 
and Schiuma (2009) the study at hand identified quite unique knowledge assets. The factors identified by 
Lerro and Schiuma we mainly different regional development initiatives (e.g. there were policies for 
subsidizing training in companies, for maintaining talented young people in the region and for facilitating 
access to computers and ICT services) rather than the assets as such. The assets identified by Sánchez 
Medina et al. were highly focused according to the peculiarities of the island region and the sustainability 
perspective. In fact, this is one of the points of the whole exercise: regional knowledge assets are supposed to 
be somewhat unique. 
In this study, the results obtained using the two methods were quite similar. For example, the region‟s 
reputation and brand, networks and the trust between regional actors were considered important in both 
exercises. The interview study provided a more detailed picture of the region‟s knowledge assets than the 
workshop. This is a clear benefit of the interview approach. It can be claimed that the group discussion 
provided quite a narrow and, perhaps, somewhat superficial view of the regional knowledge assets. On the 
other hand, the group discussion revealed new knowledge assets as well. In particular the way citizens 
perceive the nature and infrastructure in the region and the positive “doing things attitude” were highlighted. 
Furthermore, if these two exercises are considered from a managerial perspective the benefits of group 
discussion are evident: during the workshop the regional actors shared valuable insights with each other and, 
by doing so, started the process of forming a joint understanding of the region‟s key knowledge assets. This 
process can be considered valuable from the perspective of integrating the knowledge assets thinking to 
regional planning discourse (Harmaakorpi & Melkas, 2005; Sotarauta, 2010). While the more traditional 
interview-based analysis of knowledge assets is a thorough one there needs to be mechanisms for 
communicating this view back to the regional actors and for getting them committed to the interpretation if it 
is expected to have any managerial relevance.  
Comparing the process used here to the ones by Lerro and Schiuma (2009) and Sánchez Medina et al. 
(2007), and also to the ideas by Kozak (2011), all variations seem to have their strengths and weaknesses. If 
knowledge assets are identified just because of scholarly curiosity then the use of interviews seems 
appropriate. However, if it is related to the managerial application of the concept then it seems necessary to 
give the regional actors a role in identifying the assets. Otherwise they may not be committed to the 
outcomes of the process and they are likely to miss an important opportunity for joint learning. In any case, 
the process may require training and facilitation due to the novelty of the theme.  
 
Conclusion  
The objectives of this paper were to explore how the relevant knowledge assets can be identified for a given 
region and to describe what the context-specific knowledge assets are. Both objectives were met by first 
reviewing and analyzing the relevant literature and then further exploring the questions through the case 
study focusing on Tampere Region. Knowledge that matters for a region can be peculiar and of inside 
information and, thus, identification processes directed from within the region, such as workshops and 
interviews, may appear useful and worthy. 
To summarize, this study makes a contribution to prior literature on knowledge-based development and in 
particular to the works of Kozak (2011), Lerro and Schiuma (2009) and Sánchez Medina et al. (2007) by 
providing new insight regarding the contextual identification of regional knowledge assets and by illustrating 
the key knowledge assets of the case region. New observations were made regarding both aspects. These 
insights are considered valuable for regional actors who are responsible for carrying out similar initiatives in 
their regions and for scholars interested in exploring regionally distinct knowledge assets.  
The results show that Tampere Region‟s major prospects include: (a) rich knowledge assets – e.g., educated 
people, physical environment, business environment, technology-base, etc.; (b) open and good relations 
between key regional actors – e.g., being well connected, speaking the same language, etc.; (c) strong 
domestic knowledge network connectivity and triple and quadruple-helix partnerships; (d) being a 
transparent democracy with open to grassroots and community involvement in KBUD policy-making, and; 
(e) being attractive to Finns as a desirable city-region to live and study in.  
Tampere Region‟s major constraints include: (a) lack of regional KBUD orchestration, strategic coordination 
and leadership; (b) rather narrow view on KBUD with mostly an economic development focus; (c) 
bureaucracy and red tapes in data/information/knowledge sharing and decision- and policy-making; (d) lack 
of strong international knowledge network connectivity, and; (e) not using her potentials to the fullest. 
A limitation of this study is the fairly small data sets. However, this is not a major problem as the focus of 
the study was more on understanding how the knowledge assets can be identified than the accurate 
identification of the case region‟s knowledge assets. That is, the methods served their purpose in providing 
new insights about 1) the identification process and 2) the context-specific knowledge assets of Tampere 
Region. 
While the knowledge assets approach seems promising as a tool for identifying the important aspects of 
regional knowledge it has its limitations. For example, while our analysis produced a comprehensive view of 
the context-specific and strategically important knowledge assets it can be criticized for being too all-
encompassing, superficial and vague. Thus, more detailed and in-depth analysis should follow in 
forthcoming research in order to better facilitate practical development work. It can also be stated that the 
resulting analysis of knowledge assets is a kind of a static snapshot of a given moment, lacking a dynamic 
view of the development of the region. On the other hand, it also includes some dynamic aspects as the 
findings pointed out areas which would require further development. This pressure for improvement could 
serve as the basis for (dynamic) actions by the regional actors. Nevertheless, our approach seemed to capture 
more the static „stock‟ perspective of knowledge assets than the dynamic „flow‟ perspective. In fact, also in 
the empirical analysis it became evident that the key challenges of Tampere region deal not so much with 
possessing knowledge assets but with utilizing them effectively to create regional value. Thus, this aspect 
deserves more attention in further research.  
Another issue to be explored in further research is how to identify the really unique knowledge assets? In the 
current study, we have not identified the region‟s unique knowledge assets in absolute or global terms. 
Instead, we aimed at identifying those assets that the regional actors consider strategically important value 
drivers. That is, which are, for example, those knowledge-based resources that the region is investing in in 
order to build regional competitiveness? This is linked to the point mentioned, e.g., by Lerro & Schiuma 
(2011) and Käpylä (2012) regarding the idiosyncratic nature of knowledge assets. This means that one region 
may try to build prosperity based on a certain set of knowledge assets (e.g. high level R&D resources in 
biotechnology) while another region invests other kinds of assets e.g. (in an attractive brand related to culture 
and tourism). If the purpose is to discover the unique assets of the region from the outside perspective and 
more impartially, other analytical methods, such as some kind of a comparative research approach, would 
probably work better. 
In the study at hand, we focused on the regional perspective and left out the international aspects of 
knowledge assets. It seems clear that a region cannot be competitive based on its internal knowledge assets 
alone. Instead, it is important to be able to “tap into” the global knowledge resources and to utilize them. In 
fact, the previous literature has discussed about national and even global knowledge assets (Käpylä et al., 
2012) as important perspectives for knowledge-based value creation. Furthermore, in the globalized world, 
multinational companies possess various knowledge assets that are not fixed to a certain region or country 
but instead flow across national and regional borders. Thus, the management of regional knowledge assets 
deals with both the development of a region‟s internal knowledge assets and getting an access to national and 
international assets. This also seems an important theme for further research on knowledge assets and 
knowledge-based development of regions. 
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